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"New Approaches to Alleviating Migratory Bird Damage"
Orvis C. Gustad
The title of "New Approaches to Alleviating Migratory Bird Damage"
does not encompass the broad array of efforts being made through
research, but rather is limited to new efforts being made through
our Animal Damage Control operational program.
will be on the "Lure Crop" approach.
My primary emphasis
The standard Service approach
to resolving migratory bird depredation problems has been to conduct
field demonstrations and provide information and materials for moving
the birds away from the damage site.
The use of frightening devices and scare tactics have been proven to
be successful in many situations where proper action is taken to move
the birds before feeding has been well established. Without detracting
from the effective potential of frightening devices and scare tactics,
it must be recognized that these approaches are not effective enough
in severe depredation conditions. The birds can be moved.through the
use of scaring devices, but they only move to create another damage
s i t u a t i o n .
The Service is continually searching for oew  approaches for handling
man/wildlife conflicts, and for improving the effectiveness of all
available damage control methods. The lure crop is such an approach
which offers good potential as another tool which will possibly enable
us to be more responsive and effective in treating a migratory bird
d e p r e d a t i o n  s i t u a t i o n .
The basic strategy of the lure crop approach involves the identification
of preferred fpod crops and feeding locations, and an attempt to concen-
trate feeding activities in specific areas. Since it has been determined
that the amount of grain wasted by depredating migratory birds is de-
creased as the undisturbed feeding time of migratory birds is increased,
the purpose of the lure crop is to "lure" the birds into specific fields
to concentrate their feeding unmolested rather than harrass them and
spread the damage over many fields.
Hungry birds are going to eat. Under the lure crop approach, emphasis
is placed on controlling where they eat as opposed to how much they eat.
The lure crop concept was originally tested in Canada under two general
p r e c e p t s : **
1 ) Purchase the land, raise preferred food crops, and attempt
t o  l u r e  t h e  b i r d s  i n . This approach was generally deter-
mined to be unsatisfactory due to: a )  t h e  h i g h  c o s t  a s s o -
ciated with buying the land and raising the crop; and b)
the lack of cooperation on behalf of the birds to feed in
the field according to plans.
..
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2) Purchase only the crop in the field where the birds
showed a feeding preference. This approach was generally
quite successful as it: a) offered the flexibility to
adjust to changes in feeding habits of the birds; and b)
the cost of the program was directly tied to the amount
of depredations experienced during a specific season.
Needless to say, the Service testing/of  the lure crop approach only
involves the purchase of crops; not the purchase of land. But, before
describing "how" the lure crop works, let me give you some additional
background on the specific project areas where it is being tested, i.e.,
the waterfowl (primary ducks) lure crop project in North Dakota and the
sandhill  crane/Canada goose project in western Wyoming.
In North Dakota, a County Agent/ASCS (Agricultural Stabilization Con-
servation Service) poll of waterfowl damage to -field crops in Bottineau,
Nelson, and Ramsey Counties in 1974 indicated a loss of over 2 l/4
m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s . In that same year, the Board of County Commissioners
of Bottineau County adopted a resolution which can be briefly stated as
" H E L P " !
State Senators and Representatives requested that the feasibility of the
lure crop approach be considered, and gained the support of the Secretary
o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r . A three-year pilot project began in the Fall of 1975.
The test was initially restricted to Oottineau,  Nelson, and Ramsey coun-
ties, but was later expanded to the entire State.
Meanwhile in Wyoming, a very unique problem was developing. W y o m i n g
State Law requires that the State Game and Fish Conmission be responsible
for paying legitimate damage claims made as a result of depredations by
" g a m e "  b i r d s . Since the law does not differentiate between the "Lesser"
sandhill  cranes that are hunted in the eastern part of the State and the
"Greater" sandhill  cranes in the western part of the State which cannot
be hunted, the Game and Fish Commission were very unhappy to discover
they were liable for paying damage claims involving migratory birds which
did not offer a hunting season.
A request for assistance from the State Game and Fish Commission gained
the support of the Service, and a three-year experimental project was
i n i t i a t e d  i n  t h e  F a l l  o f  1 9 7 6 . It was noted, however, that local canada
geese had similar feeding preferences to the sardhill  cranes, and it was
necessary that the test project accommodate both species.
The Wyoming crane/goose lure crop project has some experimental advan-
tages over the North Dakota waterfowl lure crop project:
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Wyoming Crane/Goose
Small area (portion of one
c o u n t y )
Limited numbers of birds
Approximately 1,000 cranes;
2,000 - 3 , 0 0 0  g e e s e
Primarily local birds
Predictable amount of damage
Predictable frequency of damage
North Dakota Waterfowl-
Large area (State-wide)
Unlimited numbers of waterfowl
--
Local and migrant birds
Unpredictable amount of damage
Unpredictable frequency of damage
(1 -  5 or 6 years)
Now that the background has been described, how is the lure crop supposed
to work? As indicated earlier, Service testing of the lure crop approach
does not involve the purchase of any land--only the crop. For the pur-
poses of this exercise, let's assume that harvest operations and weather
conditions are such that the lure crop approach has practical application. ++
I  will discuss the conditions under which it is practical later.
The selection of a crop for purchase is based on observed feeding patterns
o f  t h e  b i r d s . If a large concentration of birds are feeding in an unhar-
vested field, a qui.ck  determination must be made whether to purchase the
c r o p  o r  m o v e  t h e  b i r d s . If it is determined that the field location would
likely made a good lure crop, the landowner must be contacted as soon as
possible and offered a contract before he attempts to scare the birds.
There is also the possibility that the landowner is not willing to sell
his crop for this purpose. In which case, action must be taken to move
the birds before they cause any more damage.
Let's assume the landowner is a willing seller. The Agricultural Stabi-
lization Conservation Service (ASCS) is contacted to measure the acreage
a n d  y i e l d  o f  t h e  c r o p . The price of the grain is determined by contact-
ing the local grain elevator or place where the landowner would normally
h a v e  s o l d  h i s  g r a i n . If everything is satisfactory with all concerned,
t h e  c o n t r a c t  i s  s i g n e d . See attachments I and II.
The landowner agrees to allow Service personnel to erect and maintain
' l u r e  c r o p "  s i g n s , including no hunting signs, if appropriate, and to
enter the area to enforce all regulations. The landowner further agrees
not to permit anybody to shoot at, molest, or scare any migratory birds
f r o m  t h e  l u r e  c r o p . Other landowners in the immediate area are informed
of the contract arrangement and provided information on how to use scare
devices to haze depredating birds from their fields to the lure crop
f i e l d .
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When harvest operations in the general area have progressed to the
point where the lure crop is no longer needed, the lure crop is
"released". If there is not sufficient grain remaining to warrant a
salvage harvest, the landowner is paid the full value of the crop--
minus $5.00 per acre, as he did not have the expense of harvesting.
The $5.00 per acre amount was determined by the farmers involved in
the initial development of the contract agreement. If there is
sufficient grain remaining in the field, a salvage harvest is con-
ducted and the grain sold. The Service pays the landowner the full
value of the crop agreed upon minus the amount received from the sal-
vaged grain.
In general, that is how it is supposed to work. In actual practice,
that's pretty well how it works--with some minor modifications to ad-
just to local situations. We quickly learned from the birds the speci-
fic characteristics of a good lure crop location (food preference,
exposure, protection, etc.). We also discovered that, when a preferred
feeding site is established and the birds are allowed to feed undisturbed,
it is relatively easy to haze scattered flocks from adjacent fields to
the lure crop field.
The successful application of the lure crop concept is due to the flexi-
bility it has for adjusting to the immediate situation:
1) If harvest is progressing well (over 30 percent completed in
the local area) and weather is good, we won't buy lure crops
as the problem can be readily resolved by hazing the birds to
harvested fields.
2) If harvest is behind and weather is poor, we can buy the crop.
If the particular landowner is not willing to sell in accord-
ance with the agreement, we can move the birds and offer to
buy the next unharvested field they select.
3) If the birds consume all the grain in the lure field, we can
buy adjacent fields they move into, or hold the birds in the
lure field by dumping grain--usually using grain that was
salvaged the previous season and had deteriorated to the point
where it was not accepted at the elevators.
4) If the birds have selected to feed in a harvested field, adja-
cent unharvested fields may be protected by "renting" the
haqvested  field and dumping grain to hold the birds.
5) If the birds leave a preferred feeding area because all the food
has been consumed, they may be drawn back by dumping some grain
and placing out decoys and an electronic call. A scattering of
about 75 decoys is adequate to lure them into a field.
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6) If a field selected by the birds is very large, we may
contract for only a portion of the field.
7) If we have purchased a large field and it is apparent that
the whole field will not be needed, a portion of the field
c a n  b e  r e l e a s e d .
8) As indicated earlier, if the"quality  of salvaged grain from
a lure crop has deteriorated to the point where it is not
accepted at the elevator, the Service may store it and use
i t  t h e  n e x t  y e a r . In such cases, the landowner receives
the full amount agreed upon' in the contract--minus $5.00
p e r  a c r e  f o r  t h a t  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  f i e l d  n o t  h a r v e ' s t e d .
I n  g e n e r a l , this is what we have done in North Dakota and Wyoming:
1) I n  N o r t h  D a k o t a :
In 1975 we made four offers to purchase lure crops; we received
f o u r  r e f u s a l s . This was primarily due to a lack of under-
standing of the project and a reluctance to enter into a
contract agreement with the Service.
In 1976 we made two offers; one .was  accepted--involving 35
acres of barley at a cost of about $5,500.
In 1977 we had an early Spring and ideal Fall harvest weather.
No crops were purchased. 1977 was supposedly .the  last year
in the proposed three-year pilot study. H o w e v e r ,  i t  w a s
recognized that there is not a need for a lure crop program
e v e r y  y e a r , and it was generally agreed that the project
would be continued until we gained three seasons of usable
d a t a .
In 1978 we purchased six crops (approximately 180 acres) at
a  c o s t  o f  a b o u t  $ 1 9 , 0 0 0 .
In 1979 we purchased 29 crops involving about 840 acres.
Salvage harvests were conducted on only eight of the fields,
and the total cost for the crops was about $88,500.
In addition, four harvested fields were rented to hold the
birds to pro.tect  adjacent unharvested f i e l d s .
t o  a b o u t  $ 1 2 1 , 0 0 0 .
Our administrative costs (approximately
for research evaluation, brought the to
$28,500),  plus $4,000
tal cost of the program
t
2) In Wyoming:
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In 1978 we purchased seven crops involving 82 acres at a
c o s t  o f  a b o u t  $ 9 , 0 0 0 . An additional cost of $4,300 for
salaries and expenses for two employees to haze the birds
from non-lure crop fields made a total cost of about $13,300.
In 1979 we purchased six crops involving 55 acres at a cost
of $7,900-- p us additional manpower costs ($7,100) for a11
t o t a l  o f  $ 1 5 , 0 0 0 .
. a. a
I  have some slides that Bill Pfeifer provided from the North Dakota lure
crop projects which show relationships between some of the lure crops
purchased and adjacent wetlands and typical feeding damage.
S L I D E S
1) This is a typica.  lure crop/wetland relationship. The swathed
crop is conveniently close to the wetland which harbors ducks,
and the local feeding ducks serve to decoy other flying ducks
i n t o  t h e  f i e l d . The lay of this field is particularly attrac-
tive to ducks, as they appear to like to feed where there is
protection from the wind and have good visibility.
2) This shows a concentration of ducks in a wetland area near a
l u r e  c r o p . The ducks normally feed in the lure crop from dusk
t o  d a r k  a n d  a g a i n  i n  t h e  m o r n i n g  f r o r n  d a r k  t o  d a w n  ( s u n r i s e ) .
Although the ducks do not spend the night in the lure field,
they will often feed at night when pressured by scaring de-
vices during the daytime. Geese rarely will feed at night.
3) More ducks in flight over a wetland.
4) This shows a heavily used lure crop in the foreground and wet-
lands and waterfowl in the background.
5) This is another lure crop field among the potholes.
6) Another shot of the same field showing the location in relation
t o  t h e  w e t l a n d s .
7) Here 'h ; e' h ; e  see a concentration of snow geese using the lure crop.
8) Another lure crop field. All the lure crop fields are not
necessarily next to wetlands. Large concentrations of waterfowl
may fly many miles to an ideal feeding site far removed from
w a t e r .
9) Most of the lure crops are located near smaller wetlands, how-
ever, where local feeding ducks serve as decoys to larger flocks
of waterfowl that come from the larger, more distant bodies of
w a t e r .
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10)
11)
12)
13)
14)
15)
Here is a lure crop which has been heavily fed upon by
ducks. Although It is not readily apparent from this
photo, the windrows  of grain have been trampled (pushed
down into the stubble) and much of the grain removed.
In heavy feeding areas, the birds will scatter the windrow
to get at the grain underneath. In some cases, a side-
delivery rake is used to turn the windrow  over to.gain  maxi-
mum use of the available grain.
Here you can see how the heads have been shelled out by
duck feeding, and the straw trampled into the stubble.
When windrows  are trampled down against the soil, they dry
out very slowly--if at all, after a rain, and any grain
that is harvested would be greatly reduced in quality due
to the deterioration that takes place during long exposure
to moisture.
This shows heavy feeding on the top of the windrow.
There is very little, if any, grain left in these heads.
I wish I had a picture of one of the small lure crops (approximately 7
acres) that was completely consumed by the birds in western Wyoming. I
was born and raised on a farm in Minnesota, and my first impression of
the field was that it had been worked with a field digger. A closer
observation revealed that the birds had completely scattered the windrows
and actually turned over chunks of dirt to get at grain that had fallen
into the cracks in the ground.
I suspect Bill Pfeifer can tell of similar instances in North Dakota, but
I don't have any slides showing it.
Our preliminary observations indicate that the lure crop approach appears
to work very well. The birds quickly key in on a lure crop, and most of
the crop is consumed; only a small portion of the fields have enough
grain left to justify a salvage harvest attempt. Although we do not have
adequate information available at the present time, it appears that a
well located lure crop may draw the birds in from an average of about six
-miles. We are attempting to get better data on this.
The Wyoming State Game and Fish Commission sent out a questionnaire to
gain information on the local acceptability of the lure crop approach for
resolving sandhill  crane/Canada goose depredation problems on field grain.
Results of the questionnaire have not been analyzed yet.
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Our general feedback information indicates that the lure crop approach
is well accepted by the people who are adequately informed on the pur-
pose and conduct of the program. Accordingly it is important to conduct
a good public information program prior to initiating such a project to
gain local support and cooperation.
Even though the lure crop projects have worked better than we anticipated,
we have identified some problems: -
1) In North Dakota we have been providing extension assistance
for several years educating the farmers on the fact that in
order to get maximum effectiveness in using scare tactics,
you need to scare the birds as soon as they start feeding
i n  t h e  f i e l d . We experienced some problems in getting to
the fanner and negotiating a contract before he scared the
b i r d s  o f f .
This problem can be reduced through a good publicity effort.
We are gaining ground on this problem and should be on top
o f  i t  n e x t  f a l l .
2) There is some confusion regarding the difference between the
lure crop program and the payment of damage claims. The
Service does not.  have authorizatjon to pay damage claims--
which is a payment for damage after-the-fact. The lure crop
approach is a planned management program designed to: a )  r e -
duce loss, damage, and waste by concentrating bird feeding
in specific locations as opposed to scattering the feeding
i n  m a n y  f i e l d s ; and b) increase the effectiveness of scare
tactics in moving the depredating birds from other fields.
It is a public/private cooperative effort to alleviate legi-
timate conflicts associated with an international wildlife
r e s o u r c e .
I n  s u m m a r y , current information indicates that the lure crop approach has
effective application in situations where harrassment of depredating birds
would only move the problem to another unharvested field. Using the words
o f  i n v o l v e d  p r o d u c e r s "It is a step in the right direction" in the develop-
ment of a program for adequately addressing conflicts involving migratory
b i r d s .
There has been some concern expressed regarding the high cost that could
be encumbered during severe damage seasons. Under the lure crop concept,
the cost is directly related to the amount of grain the birds eat, damage,
or waste, and grain deterioration resulting from the delay of harvest.
Durmow  damage years, the cost is low; during high damage years, the
c o s t  w i l l  b e  h i g h . If it is determined through our experimental efforts
that the cost is too high to be covered with public funds, at least we
will have gained some measure of the cost we expect the local producers
t o  b e a r .
A T T A C H M E N T  I
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Wyoming C a m e  and Fish D e p a r t m e n t
Waterfowl Lure Crop Purchase Agreement:
oDE'r.ZltOr Fam  No. county Agreement !lo. Program Yr. ;eK payment
Name 6 Address
Divis ion  o f  Payment  ,
A .  Operator
?
B .  @,?“er C. Other
Identi f icsc ion and Purchase Price  of  Lure Croo  Acreage
Gd N o .  Legal  Descrintion  K i n d  af Crco  Acres  Aiporaised  ‘ f i e l d
.
Pr ice /Unit  Xaximum Amount Pnvablc
- -
Reduct ion for  Harvested  Crop
Prica,‘Uhit  = $
Reduction for Nonharvested Grain,  $5/Acre I Acres = $-
Reduct ion for  Cost  o f  Contract  Harvesting = $
T o t a l .  R e d u c t i o n  =  $-__I-
Net Payment  = $
Agreement  Provis ions
Each unders igned person agrees  to  part ic ipate  in the  Waterfowl  Lure Crop Purchase Program and
to  comply  with the  terms and condit ions  herein  and the  provis ions o f  t h e  reylacions  go~crn-
ing the program which are hereby made a part of the agreement. Each suih  person  agrees  to
the  fo l lowing provis ions :
1 )  to  se l l ,  on  the  date  the  agreement  i s  s igned  by  operator ,  swathed  or  s tanding  cerea l ,
gra in  or  crop  or  port ions  thereo f  descr ibed  in  the  agreement  at  eiwncor  cash price
(inbound), a t  t:ie e l evator  cons idered  to  be  the  farmer ’ s normal  narkcting  stat ion;
2 )  i f  determined  harvestable , by  the  author ized  o f f i cer , the  cerea l  gr.2i.n  or  crop must  be
harvested  under supervision of  Wyoming Came and Fish Depcrtmcnt  personnel ;
3) the Wyoming Game and Fish Department will de:ernine  the date of release. I f  the  operator
is  unable  or  unwil l ing  to  harvest  the  re leased lure  crop Eield  a t  the  t ime  o f  r e l ease .
the Wyoming Came and Fish Department has the  opt ion  to  contrac t  hapJesting o f  t h e  c r o p
and deduct  the  costs  Erom the  contract  pr ice ;
4)  i f  harvested, the  value  o f  such grain  wi l l  be  establ ished on the  basis  o f  the  local
e levator  cash price  ( inbound)  that  date  and value vi11  be  deducted  f rom the.amount  of
the  contract  pr i ce ;
5 )  i f  the  Eield  i s  determined  not  war th  harvest ing, $5 .00  per  acre  wil.1  be  deducted  f rom the
contract  pr ice  in  l ieu o f  harvest ing costs ;
6 )  i t  i s  agreed  that  the  contractor  shal l  be  l iab le  for  any  other  compensat ion  to  the  land-
owner for any damage caused to the lure crop while unc!er the contract;
7)  the contract ing agency shal l  be  al lowed to  erect  and maintain s igns,  including no hunting
signs, on  or  near  the  lure  crop  area  and be  permit ted  to  enter  the  area  to  en force  a l l
regulat ions;
8)  the  landowner shal l  not , “or  shal l  he  author ize  or  permit  any  other  person to ,  shoe:  a t ,
m o l e s t . or  scare  away any migratory  b irds  on the  lure  crop area.
Each person understands that  he  is  jo int ly  and several ly  l iable  for  compliance  with this  agrer-
merit  and for  any re fund or  for fe i ture  o f  payments  determined according to  the  regulat ions  or
fa i lure  to  comply  fu l ly  wi th  the  agreement . All  persons entitl.ed  to  share in the annual  pay-
ments under this  agreement are  show” herein and the divis ion of  the annual  payments is  fair  and
ble
Operator ’ s  S ignature  Date Payment 3. Ormer’s  SLgnaLure DaLr - ?a);lc,lt
Share Share
Other  Signature
;igreement  A u t h o r i z i n g  O f f i c e r :  -
Release  Agreement  Auth~)rizing  Of f i cer :
Y
.;pproved  for  Payment :
ATTACHMENT II
U . S .  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  I n t e r i o r  --  F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e
W a t e r f o w l  L u r e  C r o p  P u r c h a s e  A g r e e m e n t
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Uoerator t - a r m  N o .t - a r m  N o . C o u n t y
N a m e  &&  A d d r e s s
/A g r e e m e n t  N o .A g r e e m e n t  N o .D,v,si r,~ofo  ;""
YY
A .A . O p e r a t o r C .C . O t h e r
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  a n d  P u r c h a s e  P r i c e  o f  L u r e  C r o p  Acreaqe
F i e l d  No.lLeqal  D e s c r i p t i o n / K i n d  o f  Grain(AcreslAporaised  YieldlPrice/Bushell  .A m o u n t. A m o u n t  P a y a b l e
R e d u c t i o n  f o r  H a r v e s t e d  G r a i n .
.]=I  Bu s h e l s  ''  Price/Bu.  ==  ''
]=I  Bus h e l s  ''  Price/Bu.  ==  ''
R e d u c t i o n  f o r  N o n h a r v e s t e d  G r a i n ,  S5/Acre  X - A c r e s  =  33
R e d u c t i o n  f o r  C o s t  o f  C o n t r a c t  H a r v e s t i n g 'B ii
T o t a l  R e d u c t i o n =-
. Ne t  P a y m e n t  ==  SS
E l e v a t o r  N a m e  &&  A d d r e s s : -
A g r e e m e n t  P r o v i s i o n s
E a c h  u n d e r s i g n e d  p e r s o n  a g r e e s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h e  ! i a t e r f o w l! i a t e r f o w l  L u r e  C r o p  P u r c h a s e  P r o g r a m  a n d
t o  c o m p l y  w i t h  t h e  t e r m s  a n d  c o n d i t i o n s  h e r e i n  a n d  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s  g o v e r n -
i n g  t h e  p r o g r a m  w h i c h  a r e  h e r e b y  m a d e  a  p a r t  o f  t h e  a g r e e m e n t .
t h e  followino  o r o v i s i o n s :
E a c h  s u c h  p e r s o n  a g r e e s  t o
1)
2)
3 )3 )
4 )4 )
5 )5 )
6)
7 )7 )
t o  s e l l :  o n  t h e  d a t e  t h e  a g r e e m e n t  i s  s i g n e d  b y  o p e r a t o r ,  s w a t h e d  o r  s t a n d i n g  c e r e a l
g r a i n  d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  a g r e e m e n t  a t  e l e v a t o r  c a s h  p r i c e  (inbolund),  a t  t h e  e l e v a t o r
c o n s i d e r e d  t o  b e  t h e  f a r m e r ' s  n o r m a l  m a r k e t i n y  s t a t i o n ;
i f  d e t e r m i n e d  h a r v e s t a b l e ,  t h e  c e r e a l  g r a i n  m u s t  b e  h a r v e s t e d  u n d e r  s u p e r v i s i o n  o f
F i s h  a n d  W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e  p e r s o n n e l ;
i f  t h e  o p e r a t o r  i s  u n a b l e  o r  u n w i l l i n g  t o h a r v e s t  t h e  r e l e a s e d  l u r e  c r o p  f i e l d  a t
t h e  t i m e  o f  r e l e a s e ,  t h e  U . S .  F i s l iF i s l i  a n d  W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e  h a s  t h e  o p t i o n  t o  c o n t r a c t
h a r v e s t i n g  o f  t h e  c r o p  a n d  d e d u c t  t h e  c o s t s  f r o m  t h e  c o n t r a c t  p r i c e ;
i f  h a r v e s t e d ,  t h e  v a l u e  o f  s u c h  q r a i n  w i l l  b e  e s t a b l i s h e d  o n  t h e  b a s i s  o f  t h e  l o c a l
e l e v a t o r  c a s h  p r i c e  ( i n b o u n d )  t h a t  d a t e  a n d  v a l u e  w i l l  b e  d e d u c t e d  f r o m  t h e  a m o u n t
o f  t h e  c o n t r a c t  p r i c e ;
i f  t h e  f i e l d  i s  d e t e r m i n e d  n o t  w o r t h  h a r v e s t i n q , S5.00  p e r  a c r e  w i l l  b e  d e d u c t e d  frcm
t h e  c o n t r a c t  p r i c e  i n  l i e u  o f  h a r v e s t i n o  c o s t s ;
i t  i s  a g r e e d  t h a t  t h e r e  s h a l l  b e  n o  l i a b i l i t y  f o r  a n y  o t h e r  c o m p e n s a t i o n  t o  t h e  l a n d -
o w n e r  f o r  a n y  d a m a g e  c a u s e d  t o  t h e  l u r e  c r o p  o r  a n y  o t h e r  c r o p  o f  t h e  l a n d o w n e r  b y
d e p r e d a t i o n  o f  m i g r a t o r y  b i r d s ;
8 )8 )
t h e  c o n t r a c t i n g  a g e n c y  s h a l l  b e  a l l o w e d  t o  e r e c t  a n d  m a i n t a i n  s i g n s ,  i n c l u d i n g  n o
h u n t i n g  s i g n s , o n  o r  n e a r  t h e  l u r e  c r o p  a r e a  a n d  b e  p e r m i t t e d  t o  e n t e r  t h e  a r e a  t o
e n f o r c e  a l l  r e g u l a t i o n s ;
t h e  l a n d o w n e r  s h a l l  n o t , n o r  s h a l l  h e  a u t h o r i z e  o r  p e r m i t  a n y  o t h e r  p e r s o n  t o ,  s h o o t
a t ,  m o l e s t ,  o r  s c a r e  a w a y  a n y  m i g r a t o r y  b i r d s  o n  t h e  l u r e  c r o p  a r e a  u n t i l  1 0  d a y s
a f t e r -  i t  i s  r e l e a s e d  o r  h a r v e s t e d ,  w h i c h e v e r  i s  iater;
c r o p  r e s i d u e  s h a l l  n o t  b e  m e c h a n i c a l l y  d e s t r o y e d  hcforc  O c t o b e r  1 6  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  y e a r .
p e r s o n  u n d e r s t a n d s  t h a t  h e  i s  j o i n t l y  a n d  s e v e r a l l y  l i a b l e  f o r  c o m p l i a n c e  w i t h  t h i s_
9)9 )
E a c hE a c h
a g r e e m e n t  a n d  f
f o r  f a i l u r e  t c it c i
p a y m e n t s  under
a n d  e q u i t a b l e .
. o r. o r  a n y  r e f u n d  o r  f o r f e i t u r e  o f  p a y m e n t s d e t e r m i n e d  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s
c o m p l y  f u l l y  w i t h  t h e  a g r e e m e n t . A l l  p e : - s o n sp e : - s o n s  e n t i t l e d  t o  s h a r e  i n  the  a n n u a l
this  a g r e e m e n t  a r e  shcwn  h e r e i n  a n d  the d i v i s i o n  o f  t h e  a n n u a l  p a y m e n t s  i s  f a i r
A .  O p e r a t o r ' s  S i g n a t u r e
C .  O t h e r  S i g n a t u r e
Anreemellti\utrlorizinq  O f f i c e r :
A p p r o v e d  f o r  Pai"  s n t :s n t :
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